From: Jeffrey_Howe@fws.gov

To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ

Subject: RE: Port Everglades CAR (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Monday, November 28, 2011 12:02:34 PM
Hello Terri:

To be honest with you if | had access to the DEIS that is currently in review, | really wouldn't have the
time to review and start on our updated CAR. Consequently, could you plan on sending me the finalized
DEIS when available in early 2012?

Thanks,

Jeff Howe

Fish and Wildlife Biologist

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

South Florida Ecological Services Office
1339 20th Street

Vero Beach, FL 32960-3559

(772) 562-3909 x.283

(772) 562-4288 FAX

(772) 538-6789 cell
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"Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ" <Terri.Jordan-Sellers@usace.army.mil>

11/16/2011 11:17 AM To

"Jeffrey_Howe@fws.gov" <Jeffrey Howe@fws.gov>

cc

"Craig_Aubrey@fws.gov" <Craig_Aubrey@fws.gov=>, "Trish_Adams@fws.gov" <Trish_Adams@fws.gov=>
Subject

RE: Port Everglades CAR (UNCLASSIFIED)

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

Yes - | think we can do that. Would it be helpful to give you access to the DEIS that is in higher
authority review so that you could start looking at it now?

----- Original Message-----

From: Jeffrey_Howe@fws.gov [mailto:Jeffrey Howe@fws.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, November 16, 2011 7:19 AM

To: Jordan-Sellers, Terri SAJ

Cc: Craig_Aubrey@fws.gov; Trish_Adams@fws.gov

Subject: Port Everglades CAR

Hello Terri:
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Personally, | don't have any desire to have our March 31, 2005, draft CAR represent the Service's
position concerning the above referenced project based on project changes since the draft CAR was
written. Could we plan on providing the Corps with an updated final CAR based on the latest DEIS due
in January 20127 If this is acceptable, could this be noted in the DEIS?

Thanks,

Jeff Howe

Fish and Wildlife Biologist

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

South Florida Ecological Services Office
1339 20th Street

Vero Beach, FL 32960-3559

(772) 562-3909 x.283

(772) 562-4288 FAX

(772) 538-6789 cell
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Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
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May 20, 2005

James I. Stack, Field Supervisor

South Florida Ecological Services Office
{.5. Fish and Wildlife Service

1339 20" Street

Vero Beach, Florida 32960

Dear Mr. Slack:

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed the draft Fish and Wildlife
Coordination Act Repoit (CAR) for the Port Everglades Navigation Project, prepared pursuant to
the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act and the Endangered Species Act and provided by the Fish
and Wildlife Service (FWS). Port Everglades (Port) 1s one of the major port complexes along the
east coast of the U.S. The Port, located approximately 27 nautical miles north of Miami, 1s
accessible via Port Everglades Inlet and the Atlantic Intracoastal Waterway (AIWW) in Broward
County, Flortda. Broward County’s Port Everglades Department requested that the Army Corps
of Engineers (COE) study the feasibility of modifying portions of Port Everglades Harbor to
improve the federal navigation system of channels. The draft CAR evaluates the likely effects of

the proposed harbor expansion on fish and wildlife resources.

According to the information provided, the COE proposes to widen and deepen most of the
major channels and basins within Port Everglades to accommodate longer, wider, and deeper-
draft commercial vessels and meet the changes in the industry standard. Although not
emphasized in the draft CAR, NMFS has been advised by the COE that the expansion project is
primarily proposed to accommodate post-Panamax vessels. Modifications to the federal system
of channels under the Recommended Plan include: (1) deepening the harbor turning basins and
channels; (2) widening the Dania Cutoff Canal (north shore); (3) widening portions of the
ATWW (east shore and south of entrance channel); and (4) extending and widening the eastern
section of the Outer Entrance Channel by 2,200 feet and 300 feet, respectively. Construction
would be accomplished through a combination of traditional dredging methods and the use of
explosives in inshore and offshore locations. Unconsolidated and consclidated material
generated during dredging would be deposited within offshore and/or upland disposal sites.

The proposed navigational improvements to Port Everglades Harbor would significantly impact
habitats utilized by fish and wildlife. The COE estimates that a total of 5.0 acres of seagrass,
11.55 acres of mangroves (8.48 acres currently held in a conservation easement), [4.86 acres of




low relief hardbottonm, 10.82 acres of high relief coral reef, and 20.09 acres of previously dredged
rock/rubble habitat would be adversely affected as a result of the expansion of Port Everglades.
Indirect impacts to fish and wildlife resources may include the resuspension of fine sediments
and potential resuspension of contaminants. Lethal and sub-lethal effects on marine mammals,
sea turtles, and marine {isheries may also occur due to the loss of habitat and proposed blasting.
At the February 17, 2003, interagency meeting, NMFS was advised by the COE that an
additional 7.14 acres of high relief offshore reef and 6.37 acres of low relief reef could be
eliminated in connection with anchors and cables used to position construction equipment and

vessels.

As compensation for impacts to marine and estuarine habitats, the COE has proposed to: (1)
roitigate for the direct impacts to 5.0 acres of seagrass through the removal of spoil islands in
West Lake Park and to create 8.0 acres of seagrass recruitment habitat; (2) mitigate for the
removal of 11.55 acres of mature mangrove habitat, including the 8.48 acres currently held in a
conservation easement, at a 1:1 mitigation ratio through the creation of 11.55 acres of mangrove
habitat within West Lake Park; (3) mitigate for the removal of 10.82 acres of high relief coral
reef habitat at a ration of 2:1 through the creation of 19.36 acres of high complexity, high relief
artificial reef habitat; and (4) mitigate for the 14.89 acres of impact to low relief hardbottom
habitat at a ratio of 1.3:1 through the creation of 19.36 acres of low complexity, low relief
artificial hardbottom habitat. The COE has not proposed compensation for removal of the biotic
communities, such as soft corals, sponges, and hard corals, which have colonized the existing
channel and rock/rubble bottom since the last dredging event.

The CAR provides a qualitative assessment of the habitats proposed for impact associated with
the Port Everglades channel and harbor improvements. In general, we suppori the ,
recommendations provided in the CAR on behalf of the FWS. However, the NMFS opines that
it is prematuore to evaluate the effect of this project and develop detailed recommendations given
that avoidance measures and alternatives including the no action alternative and the Port of
Miami Expansion Project as an alternative have not been duly considered. The impacts are
significant and would permanently eliminate over 40 acres of essential fish habitat (EFH)/habitat
areas of particular concern (HAPC) utilized by various life stages of federally managed species.
Further, the NMFS is concerned that the impacts do not justify need for the project, especially
when consgidering that the Port of Miami, located approximately 27 nautical miles to the south in
Miami-Dade County, Plorida, will commence construction late May/early June 2005 to expand
and deepen port facilities to accommodate post-Panamax vessels. The need for two ports within
30 miles of one another and for use by post-Panamax vessels has not been demonstrated, nor has
it been evaluated in the feasibility study (Terri Jordan, COE, pers. commi. 2005). The economic
analysis prepared for the feasibility study considers the need for Port Everglades expansion
independent of the Port of Miami expansion (Bob King, COE, pers. com., 20053). Currently,
there are no ports along the ULS. east coast that can accommodate post-Panamax vessels;
however the Port of New York/New Jersey is undergoing a dredging project to accommodate

these vessels.




The following comments are primarily based on information presented in the CAR, but also
consider information presented at interagency meetings including the February 17, 2005, and
May 4, 2003, meetings. Based on the limited available information provided to date from the
COE, we emphasize that the foliowing comments are not intended to be comprehensive or final.
These comments are primartly with regard to marine and estuarine habitat impacts, i.e., those
habitats designated EFH-HAPC, pursuant to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (Magnuson-Stevens Act). Other 1ssues regarding threatened and endangered
species, should be coordinated with the NMFS Protected Resources Division at the letterhead

address.

Specific comments

Pages 10-11. Nearshore Hardbottom Reefs. This section omits reference to important habitat
functions of this habitat type. Nearshore hardbottom communities in this area have been
characterized by Goldberg {(1973a) and Nelson (1989). Nearshore hardbottom habitats serve as
nursery habitats for coastal fish species, for example by providing structural support, food, and
shelter for post-settlement fishes (Lindeman and Snyder 1999). Further, it should be noted that
nearshore hardbottom habitats provide structure for all types of corals, including many
hermatypic species that are near their northernmost range (SAFMC 1998).

Pages 11-12. Ichthyofauna. In the absence of reviewing the 2001 fish survey protocol and
findings, NMES is concerned that the results presented in the CAR may represent a gross
underestimate of the managed species present on the nearshore hardbottom reefs. This habitat
type is utilized by newly settled species. Methods used during the 2001 survey to identify post-
settlement and juvenile life stage fishes and timing of the survey should be addressed in the

CAR.

Pages 12-13. Essential Fish Habitar. Overall, this section should be rewritten, including the first
paragraph, which describes the EFH mandate. Many statements in this section are inaccurate.
For example, contrary to what is stated in the draft CAR, the littoral zone and sublittoral zone are

not categories of EFH.

State of Florida listed species (e.g., snook) should not be addressed in this section. Although the
NMEFS considers State of Florida listed species as aquatic resources of national importance
(ARNI), in accordance with Section 906(e)(1) of the Water Resources Development Act of 1986
(PL 99-602), EFH has not been designated for each life stage history. Inclusion of State of
Florida listed species generates confusion and could potentially dilute their significance in the

final CAR.

The coral component of the EFH section is inadequate.  Although NMFS acknowledges that the
CAR is not meant to serve as a comprehensive literature review, only one generic sentence is

provided to characterize the corals in this area. Several key publications have been omitted from
this section including, but not limited to Goldberg 1973; SAFMC 1998, Vargas et al., 2003; and

Moyer et al., 2003.



In general, NMFS does not concur with the mitigation components of the EFH section. For
example, the draft CAR states that matigation will not be required for “dredging softbotiom
habitats . . . or habitats with rubble substrates.” If rubble areas support corals that are within the
size class for successful relocation, the NMES will recommend that these corals be removed and

transplanted to suitable areas.

Further, this section does not acknowledge the water column as EFH. The marine water column
has been designated as EFH due to its importance as the medium of transport for nutrients and
migrating organisins between estuarine systems and the open ocean. Impacts to this category of
EFH would occur through dredging-induced increases in turbidity and sediment transport.

We strongly encourage the FWS and/or Dial Cordy and Associates {contractor, CAR author) to
contact our office for clarification on the habitats types that are designated EFH, the EFH
mandate, and the literature available to characterize EFH in this region. We are enclosing an
EFH guidance document that was prepared by the NMFES Southeast Regional Office. This
document provides an overview of the EFH provisions of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and

implementing rules.

Page 16. Dredged material disposal. The draft CAR states that dredged material disposal would
occur in upland disposal sites, however, NMFS has been advised by the COE that offshore
disposal is also likely. While effects associated with potential offshore disposal have been
evaluaied by the Environmental Protection Agency through National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) procedures, this activity should also be described in the CAR.

Pages 42-46. FWS Recommendations. As stated above, NMFS does not believe that the
adequate avoidance and minimization measure$ have been demonstrated and it is premature to
evaluate the effect of the project, as currently proposed, and develop detailed recommendations.
The NMFS recommends that the COE explore alternatives including the no action alternative

and the Port of Miami Expansion Project, as alternatives.

Assuming that the federal sequential mitigation requirements and NEPA procedures may be
adequately addressed, we provide the following comments. Unless otherwise noted below,
NMES concurs with the recommendations provided in the draft CAR. We especially support the
design modification recommendations and the recommendation (#7) to seek alternative
hardbottom and coral reef mitigation options through the multi-disciplinary Port Everglades Reef
Group (PERG). We also support the recommendation (#20) to further avoid direct impacts to
seagrasses and to increase the mitigation ratio. Recommendation #15 which call for conduct
biological monitoring of managed fish and protected species is also supported. Other specific
comments are provided below.

Recommendation #2: The FWS recommends that impacts to mangrove wetlands that are under a
conservation easement should be offset using a 3:1 (impact/replacement) ratio. NMFES
recommends that a much higher mitigation ratio be applied, i.e., not less than 10:1.




Recommendation #6: The FWS recommends that hard corals (one foot in diameter or greater)
within the dredging footprint should be relocated. We note that Broward County, in concert with
NOVA Southeastern University, has expenienced recent and rephicated success with coral
relocation associated with the Broward County Shore Protection Project {(SPP). In connection
with that project, corals 15 centimeters in diameter or greater were salvaged and relocated.
Therefore, the NMFS recormmends that all stony coral colonies (Order Scleractinia) having a
living tissue diameter (Jong axis of continuous living tissue) of 15 cm or greater, be transplanted
in order to speed recovery of ecological function and diversity.

Recommendation #8: The NMFES strongly supports this recommendation, which advises that
lessons learned form the Broward County SPP and the Key West Harbor Dredging Project be
applied to this project. The NMFS opines that the interagency coordination efforts associated
with the Key West project are directly related to that project’s success and we would like to
participate in a similar effort with the Port Everglades project. We further recommend that
biological monitoring (i.e., coral sedimentation monitoring) that was developed for the Broward

County SPP be applied to this project as well.

Recommendation #23: The FWS recommends that the COE create a Sl-acre mitigation reef to
compensate for direct impacts to high and fow relief reef. As stated above, at this time the
NMFS prefers to seek alternative hardbottom and coral reef mitigation options through the multi-

disciplinary PERG.

Editonal comments:

Page i, first paragraph. The first sentence references the “Seaport Department of Miami-Dade
County” instead of the “Broward County’s Port Everglades Department.”

Pase 1, second and third paragraphs. The first sentences reference “Miami Harbor” instead of
“Port Everglades Harbor.”

Page 12, first paragraph. It is not clear what is meant by the following sentence: “All of these
species are listed in SAFMC (1998a).”

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments. The NMFES re-iterates that we
strongly encourage the FWS and/or Dial Cordy and Associates (contractor, CAR author) to
contact our office for clarification on the habitats types that are designated EFH, the EFH
mandate, and the literature available to characterize EFH in this region. Related correspondence




Laterature Cited:

Goldberg, W.M. 1973, The ecology of the coral-octocoral communities off the southeast Florida
coast: Geomorphology, species composition, and zonation. Bulletin of Marine Science 23: 465-
488.

Mover, R.P., B. Riegel, K. Banks, and R.E. Dodge. 2003. Spatial patterns and ecology of
benthic communities on high-tatitude South Flonida (Broward County, U.S.A.) reef system.

Coral Reefs (22): 447-464.

Nelson, W.G. 1989. Beach renourishment and hardbottom habitats: the case for caution. Pages
109-116. In Proceedings of the 1989 National Conference of Beach Preservation Technology.
Florida Shore and Beach Preservation Association, Tallahassee, Florida.

Lindeman, K.L., and D.B. Snyder. 1999. Nearshore hardbottom fishes of southeast Florida and
effects of habitat burial caused by dredging. Fishery Bulletin (97): 508-529

South Atiantic Fishery Management Council (SAFMC). 1998. Final habitat plan for the South
Atlantic region: essential fish habitat requirements for fishery management plans of the South
Atlantic Fishery Management Council. Charleston, South Carolina. 639 p.

Vargas-Angel, B., J.D. Thomas, and S.M. Hoke. 2003. High-latitude Acropora cervicornis
thickets off Fort Lauderdale, Florida, U.S.A. Coral Reefs (22): 465-473.


































































http:Caule,.pa





















http:speci.es



















































http:speci.es









http:turtl.es






http:suspensi.on


















http:chann.el












http://www.f1oridaconservation.orgl/pubslendanger.html



http:Montvil.le



http://www.census.gov/populationlestimateslcounty/co-99-1/99C




























1500

1800

AND ASSOCIATES INC
LA IR VL € A

® Scale: 1" = 1,500' Drawm By: MR
["Dats: November, 2004 Approved By:
DIAL. CORIDY J02-636

Figure 2. Mangrove communities in the vicinity of Port Everglades.
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Figure 5. High and low relief hardbottom and coral reef distribution in project area.
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Figure 14. Proposed locations for mitigation reefs.
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
South Florida Ecological Services Office
1339 20™ Street
Vero Beach, Florida 32960

February 15, 2001

) —

M(‘kc ap——p————T
Colonel James G. May f/
District Engineer COAAL
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers .
P.O. Box 4970 724 / L

Jacksonville, Florida 32232-0019

Revzy . Sew =

nd Coyt, ., et .
Thank you for your letter dated February 5, 2001, regarding scoping for delivery of Fish and

Dear Colonel May:

Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) reports for several beach renourishment and navigation & =
projects in south Florida. e

X 2w

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) shares your concerns about the cumulative < fi"‘

-

magnitude of the work being required for this fiscal year. Your letter suggested that the Army
Corps of Engineers (Corps) could increase the amount of work that would be conducted by
private contractors to complete this work in keeping with your schedule for these projects Over

the past few years, we have discussed this situation with Mr. Hanley Smith of the Corps, and the 2
Service agreed that additional field surveys by contractors would be necessary, with the Service
spending a reduced number of days in the field to essentially review the accuracy and

completeness of the contractor’s findings prior to the Service’s preparation of draft and final

FWCA reports. The timing of our ground-truthing field inspections might vary amoag different
projects, but would typically occur after the contractor has been able to conduct their field work

and has made preliminary findings about the impact of the project on fish and wildlife resources.

In addition to our previous recognition of this situation, the current hiring freeze in the

Department of the Interior will, in the short term, make it even more difficult to dedicate Service
personnel to any more than the limited field checking described above for the projects you listed

in the table enclosed with your letter. You anticipated delivery of several draft FWCA reports in

April to August of this year.

The Service agrees that the Corps should obtain the necessary field surveys for fish and wildlife
resources and their initial assessment of project impacts from contractors. We request that the
Corps provide us the opportunity to review draft scopes of work to ensure that they include
elements {(e.g. maps of seagrass beds with estimates of percent cover and species composition,
maps of coral reefs and other hard bottom communities, assessment of the effects of turbidity in
dredging areas, etc.) that the Service considers necessary for completeness.
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/(7@‘;4, B.  Port Everglades expansion

Project development/evaluation meetings

Sdaysx I biologist . ... ... . $ 2,305
Resource assessment: field days
2daysx 2biologists . . ... ¥ 1,844
Resource assessment: information review and research
Sdaysx Lbiologist ... e $ 2305
Prepare/review FWCA report
20days x I blologist . ... .. $ 9,220
Subtotal, Biologist Days .. ... ... e $15,674
Service Overhead (38%4) .« ..o ot e $ 5,956
* Subtotal, Biologist Days, with overhead .. ........ ... .. ... ... ... ............ $21.630
Supplies, miscellaneous . . .. ... e $ 200
Total o e $21,830
ﬂ/)t%t, C. Intracoastal Waterway expansion, Lake Worth Lagoon
Project development/evaluation meetings
Sdays x 1 biologist ... . $ 2,305
Resource assessment: field days
3daysx 2biologists .. ... 3 2,766
Resource assessment: information review and reseatch
Sdays x I biologist ... . e $ 2,305
Prepare/review FWCA report
20days x 1 biologist . .. . . .. . ... $ 9,220
Subtotal, Biologist Days ... ... ... e $16,596
Service Overhead (38%6) .. .. . ittt e $ 6,306
Subtotal, Biologist Days, withoverhead . ........ . .. . ... .. . ... .. . ... $22.902
Supplies, MiScellaneous . .. ...t e e $ 200
$23,102
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